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THE DRAG OF TWO STREAMLINE BODIES AS AFFECTED
BY PROTUBERANCES AND APPENDAGES

By Ira H. ABBOTT

SUMMARY

Two airship models.were tested in the N. A. C. A.
variable-densily wind tunnel to determine the drag co-
efficients at zero pitch, and the effect of fins and cars and
of flat and streamline protuberances located at various
positions along the hull. During the investigation the
stern of one model was rounded off to produce a blunter
shape. The extreme range of the Reynolds Number
based on the over-all length of the models was from
1,300,000 to 33,000,000.

At large values of the Reynolds Number the streamline
protuberance affected the drag very little, and the addi-
tional drag caused by the flat protuberance was less than
the calculated drag of the protuberance alone. The fins
and cars together increased the bare-hull drag about 20
per cent.

INTRODUCTION

The National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics
is conducting in the variable-dengity wind tunnel an
extensive investigation of aerodynamic interference.
The investigation deals in part with the effects of pro-
tuberances from the surfaces of otherwise streamline
bodies. Tests have been made (reference 1) to study
the effects on the characteristics of wings and airfoil
sections of protuberances from the surface of an airfoil.
The part of the investigation dealt with in this report
is the study of the interference of protuberances from
the surfaces of streamline bodies of revolution.

The desirability of making such interference tests in
the variable-density wind tunnel where large values of
the Reynolds Number may be obtained is apparent
from consideration of the boundary-layer theory.
(Reference 2.) If wind-tunne] tests of airship models
are made in the usual range of relatively small Rey-
nolds Numbers where neither the laminar nor the
turbulent condition of the boundary layer is predom-
inant, the type of flow existing in the boundary layer
over a large portion of the surface is dependent upon
the turbulence of the air stream. The drag coeffi-
cients thus obtained have no simple relation to the full-
scale coefficients; in fact, those obtained for the same
model at the same Reynolds Number but in different
wind tunnels vary greatly. (References2to6.) Iia

protuberance is attached to a model tested in this
range of Reynolds Numbers, the additional turbulence
created by the protuberance may cause the line of tran-
sition between the laminar and turbulent boundary
leyers to move upstream with a resulting increase in
the drag coefficient. The nature of the interference
between the body and the protuberance in this case
is obviously different than that which occurs when the
boundary layer is almost completely turbulent. The
data obtained at large values of the Reynolds Number
in this investigation are accordingly expected to be
more applicable than those previously obtained at
small values of the Reynolds Number to the solution
of design problems, such as the determination of the
drag of fittings, radiators, water-recovery apparatus,
and other objects projecting from fuselages and airship
hulls.

A study of the effects of protuberances was planned
to be made during a previous investigation of the aero-
dynamic characteristics of airship models. (Reference
4.) The drag of the models, however, was found to
vary with the surface roughness which, with the wooden
models used in the investigation, could not be main-
tained constant under the conditions of temperature
and pressure in the variable-density wind tunnel.

An attempt to measure the relatively small differ-
ences in drag due to protuberances was accordingly
considered inadvisable. To obviate the difficulty the
Goodyear-Zeppelin Corporation furnished a simplified
metal model of the U. S. airship Akron. The tests on
this model were delayed by extensive alterations of the
variable-density wind tunnel. Meanwhile the U. S.
Army Air Corps requested tests of a model of a pro-
posed metal-clad airship. The two models were tested
in January, 1931. The drag coefficients at zero pitch,
and the additional drag due to flat and streamline
protuberances, and to fins and cars were determined.
The extreme range of Reynolds Numbers obtained in
these tests was from about 1,300,000 to 33,000,000.

APPARATUS AND METHOD

The two airship models of aluminum alloy used in
this investigation are designated models A and M,
respectively.
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Model A was a simplified model of the U. S. airship.

Akron with circular cross sections. The length of this
model was 37.39 inches and the fineness ratio was 5.9.
The measured ordinates are given in Table I. The
surface of this model was very smooth. No fins and
cars were furnished. During the investigation the
stern of this model was altered to a blunter shape, the

During the course of the investigation the surface of
this model was polished for a distance of 6 inches aft
of the bow, and later was polished all over. This
model was equipped with one control and four motor
cars, and with two sets of tail surfaces, one set having
six and the other eight fins. The arrangements of the
fins and cars are shown in Figures 2a and 2b.

Orjginal stern

1
i

Altered sfe"m

e

Typical streamline profuberonce located
8.02 per cent of length off of bow °

L -
~Typical flat protuberance /ocated
43.6 per- cent of length aff of bow

F1aUuRE L—Outlines of model A with original and altered sterns showlng typical flat and streamline protuberances

ordinates of which are given in Table I. Figure 1 is

_ an outline drawing of the model showing the two sterns.

Model A was tested with a flat-plate protuberance
having a width of 11.8 per cent and extending 3.9 per
cent of the maximum diameter of the model from the
surface. This protuberance was successively attached
to the model perpendicular to the surface at 8.02, 17.4,
30.7, 43.6 (near maximum ordinate), 63.5, and 82.2 per
cent of the length of the model aft of the bow. Further
tests were made with the flat protuberance faired to

The tests were made in the variable-density wind
tunnel, which is described in reference 7. The mount-
ing of the model on the auxiliary drag balance was
similar to that described in reference 3, except that
four partly shielded round wires were used to support
the model instead of three streamline wires, and that
8 45° linkage was used instead of a bell crank to trans-
mit the force of a counterweight. Figure 3 is a photo-
graph of model M mounted in the tunnel. The dis-
tances from the downstream edge of the entrance

— 45.44*

(b)

F16URES 2 a and b.—Outline of model M showing arrangement of fins and cars (a) 8 fins (b) 6 fing

form a streamline protuberance located successively at
8.02, 30.7, and 63.5 per cent of the length aft of the
bow. The outlines of the protuberances in typical
positions on the hull are shown in Figure 1.

Model M was a model of a proposed metal-clad air-
ship. The length of this model was 45.44 inches and
the fineness ratio was 4.5. The ordinates are given in
Table IT. This model had a machined surface showing
very small circumferential tool or finishing marks.

cone to the bows of models A and M when mounted
for tests were 12 and 10 inches, respectively.

The results were corrected for the drag of the support
wires, the effect of the static pressure gradient along
the axis of the tunnel, and the effect of the tunnel walls.
The wire drag was computed (reference 8), and was
checked by testing model A successively with two
gizes of wires. The interference between the rear
support wires and the fins of model M was found to be
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negligible by testing this model with the rear support
wires in two positions. The static pressure gradients

were measured at all tank pressures (reference 7) for

the determination of the horizontal buoyancy correc-
tion, which was computed for each pressure by a pro-
cess of graphical integration. As this correction
showed small inconsistent variations with tank pres-
sure, an average correction was used for all pressures.
The tunnel-wall correction was computed from the
formulas given in reference 9.

F16URE 3.—Photograph of model M with fins and cars mounted
for test in the variable-density wind tannel

PRECISION

The variation in check points indicates the acciden-
tal error of the gross force measurements to be about
+1 per cent of the net bare-hull drag. The error of
the balance calibration may be as large as +2 per cent
at the small Reynolds Numbers and +1 per cent at
the large ones.

The drag coefficients of model A as determined from
successive tests with support wires 0.0155 and 0.0240
inch in diameter were the same within the accuracy of
the tests. The precision of the tare-drag correction is
accordingly believed to be within #3 per cent of the
net bare-hull drag. No reliable estimate of the error
in the horizontal buoyancy correction can be made,
but the result of this error is believed to be small
because this correction was only about 5 and 10 per
cent, respectively, of the net bare-hull drags of models
A and M. The tunnel-wall correction was very small
and the error in. this correction is believed to be
negligible.

Disregarding the error in the horizontal buoyancy
correction, the possible error in the results is +6 per
cent. As the inaccuracies of corrections do not affect
the precision of the values obtained for the additional
drags of protuberances and appendages, these values
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are believed to be precise to about 1 per cent of the
net bare-hull drags.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
‘The results are presented in the form of drag coeffi-
cients which are defined as Cp= q—% and are
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FIGURE 4.—Drag coefficlents of model A

Tested in the N. A. C. A. variable-density wind tunnel. Volume=0.472 cu. ft,
(Vol.) ¥3=0.608 5q. ft. Leangth=37.39in. Bare hull with original and altered sterns.
Drag coeflicient and Reynolds Number of altered model based on original volume
and Jength. Results corrected for wire drag, horizontal buoyancy, and tunnel-
wall effect.

plotted as functions of Reynolds Number. The

Reynolds Numbers are based on the lengths of the
models.

Bare-hull drags.—The bare-hull drags of models A
and M are presented in Figures 4 and 5. The figures
show that the curves of drag coefficients are nearly

-straight lines when plotted on logarithmic scales
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F1aURE 6.—Drag cosfficlents of model M

Tested in the N. A. O. A. variable-density wind tunnel. Bare hull. Volume=
1.291 cu. ft. (Vol.)”‘-l.lsa 8q. {t. Length=4544in. Support wires=0.0240 In, dla.
Results corrected for wire drag, horlzontal buoyaney, and tonnel-wall effect.

against the Reynolds Number. It will be seen from
Figure 5 that the drag coeflicient of model M is the
same, within the accuracy of the tests, at a given value
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of the Reynolds Number irrespective of the combina-
tion of air speed and density used to give that Rey-
nolds Number. A comparison of the results obtained
for model A with those obtained for different models
of the same airship in different tunnels is given in
reference 10.
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F1GURE 6.—~The Increase of drag coefficient of model A resulting from a flat protuber-
ance located in various positions along the hall

Effect of blunt stern.—The drag coefficients of model
A with the altered stern, which was considerably
blunter than the original one (fig. 1), are presented in
Figure 4. At the highest values of the Reynolds Num-
ber the drag is about 5 per cent higher with the altered
stern than with the original one. It will be noticed
that the rate of decrease of the drag coefficient with
increasing values of the Reynolds Number is less for

the model with the altered stern than for the original -

model.

Effect of flat protuberances.—The additional drag
coefficients due to a flat protuberance located at vari-~
ous positions along the hull of model A are plotted
against the Reynolds Number in Figure 6. At the
highest values of the Reynolds Number the additional
drag due to the protuberance in any position is less
than the drag of the protuberance alone as calculated
from flat-plate data. (Reference 11.) This fact indi-
cates that at large values of the Reynolds Number any
increase of drag resulting from the effect of the pro-
tuberance on the flow over the hull need not be con~
sidered.

Figure 6 shows a fairly consistent decrease in the
additional drag due to the protuberance as its position
varies from bow to stern. This variation isin the direc-
tion that would be expected, since the protuberance
when located near the stern may be in a region of lower
velocity than when located near the bow. It is inter-
esting to note how well this effect can be predicted
from boundary-layer and pressure-distribution data.
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The apparent drag coefficients of the protuberance as
located in the various positions have been calculated
using the measured additional drags due to the pro-
tuberance, and the average dynamic pressures of the
air streams in which the protuberance was placed.
These average dynamic pressures were determined
graphically from pressure-distribution and boundary-
layer data obtained at a Reynolds Number of 18,000,-
000. (Reference 12.) The calculated drag coefficients
of the protuberance are tabulated in Table ITI. As
expected, these calculated coefficients show less varia-
tion with the position of the protuberance than the
measured additional drags. The calculated drag
coeflicients of the protuberance are much lower than
the usual flat-plate coefficients (reference 11), indicat-
ing the presence of favorable additional interference
that was not considered in the above calculations.
The values of the calculated drag coefficients of the
protuberance apply directly only to flat-plate pro-
tuberances in contact with the hull, and may be con-
giderably different from coefficients similarly obtained
for flat plates near, but not in contact with, the hull.
Effect of streamline protuberances.—The additional
drag coefficients due to streamline protuberances are
plotted against the Reynold Number in Figure 7 for
three positions along the hull of model A. It will be
noted that the additional drag due to these protuber-
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F10URE 7.—The increase of drag coefficient of mode! A resulting from a streamline
protuberancs located in various poslitions along the hull

ances is very small at the high values of the Reynolds
Number.

Effect of fins and cars.—The additional drag coei-
ficients for each group of fins and of fins and cars on
model M are plotted against the Reynolds Number in
Figure 8. The increase of drag coefficients due to the
six and eight fin groups is about 8 and 11 per cent,
respectively, of the bare-hull drag. The low drag of
the six-fin group was originally thought to be due to
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interference between the fins and the rear support
wires, which were located nearly in the planes of two
of the fins. The tests were therefore repe-ted with the
rear support wires moved, but the results checked those
previously obtained.

No data are available to permit the computation of
the average dynamic pressure of the flow over the fins;
therefore the drag coefficients of the fins have been
computed using the measured additional drag due to
them, the dynamic pressure of the stream with mno
model present, and the fin areas. These drag coeffi-
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F1aURE 8.—The Increase of drag coeficient of model M resulting from fins and cars

cients were found to be 0.0073 and 0.0088 for the six
and eight fin groups, respectively, at the highest value
of the Reynolds Number obtained. These values are
approximately the same as the minimum drag coeffi-
cients of thin symmetrical airfoils. (Reference 13.)

The fin sections, however, were not of good streamline

form, and hence it is probable that there was a favor-
able interference effect.

The additional drag due to the cars with either set
of fins at the highest values of the Reynolds Number
was equal to about 10 per cent of the bare-hull drag.
The drag coefficient of the cars based on the sum of
their maximum cross-gsectional areas and the dynamic
pressure of the air stream with no model present has
been computed from the measured additional drag
due to the cars. This drag coefficient was about 0.12
at the largest values of the Reynolds Number obtained
which were about 1,200,000 and 5,600,000 for the
motor and control cars, respectively. This drag coeffi-
cient is about 50 per cent larger than that for good
streamline bodies at the same Reynolds Numbers.
(Reference 4.) Part of this difference may be due to
interference between the hull and cars, but it is prob-
able that the relatively poor streamline forms of the
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cars as compared with the airship models of reference
4 accounts for most of the difference. It will be noted
that there is an apparent error in the test at the lowest
value of the Reynolds Number (fig. 8), because the
results of this test show an appreciable difference in
the additional drag due to the cars with the different
sets of fins.

Effect of surface roughness.—The drag coefficients
obtained for model M with its original surface, with
the surface polished for a distance of 6 inches aft of the
bow, and with the surface polished all over are plotted
in Figure 5. The drag coefficients agree within the
accuracy of the tests. The previous tests which
showed large effects of surface roughness on the drag
coefficient were made with models whose surfaces were
much rougher than those of the present tests. (Refer-
ence 4.)

CONCLUSIONS

The results reported in this paper are significant in
showing that the addition to a streamline body of
revolution of flat and streamline protuberances of the
gize tested does not result in adverse interference
effects at large values of the Reynolds Number.
Accordingly, no large adverse interference effects
would be expected to result from variations of the
shape of the protuberance. It is probable, however,
that the removal of the protuberance from the hull to
form a body or plate separated from the hull by a
small gap would modify the interference to an appre-
ciable extent.

LanGLEY MEMORIAL ABRONAUTICAL LABORATORY,
NaTIioNAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS,
LanerLeY FreLp, Va., September 26, 1932.
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TABLE I
MEASURED ORDINATES OF MODEL A
Ordinates
Station,

measured With With
from bow | ,rginal | altered
stern stern
Inches Inches Inches
Q. 000 0.000 0. 000
.250 414 414
1. 000 1167 L167
2.000 1752 1752
4.000 384 2.384
6.000 2.744 2.744
8.000 2.983 2 963
10. 000 083 3.083
14. 000 3.187 3.187
18,000 3.179 3.179
22,000 3.071 3.071
24. 000 2 828 2.828
80. 000 2.304 2.304
32. 500 1830
83.000 1717
33. 500 L. 588
34.000 1478 1473
34. 500 L34
34.750 1207
35. 000 L1173
35.250 1.055
36. 500 . 905
35750 .651
34. 000 .314
36.180 .000

36.600 .668

37.100 .421

37.350 204

87.390 .000
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TABLE II
MEASURED ORDINATES OF MODEL M

Station,
measured | Ordinates
from bow
Inches Inches

. P

e DEEEONEI N N 203 O,
BEBE3ERE2REIBRSSRITRERRENRE

BRBRRERRSHERBEREREEpprrr, | 0
4%8388838833828858888838888

TABLE III

DRAG COEFFICIENTS OF FLAT PROTUBERANCES
ON MODEL A

=P
Cp, 28
Where g, is the average local dynamic pressure and S is the area
of the protuberance
Reynolds Number of model A based on the over-allflength of
the model, 18,000,000

Location of

protuber-

ance, per
cent of Cbpy

Jength of

mode!l A

aft of nose
8.02 0.83
8.02 8
17.4 .84
17.4 84
30.7 .76
0.7 .75
43.6 .75
43.6 .T0
63.5 .78
3.6 .79
63.5 .70
6.5 .75
82.2 .75
822 .76




